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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following Is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the Invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1 . Claims 1, 3 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Oikawa (US 6,386,488). OIkawa teaches an optical module (Figs. 18-20) comprising a 
body (4) enclosing a semiconductor device (emitter or receiver, 12), a ceramic ferrule 
section (52) (column 13 lines 24-25), a tubular metal holder ferrule (50) for holding the 
ceramic ferrule section (52) (column 1 3 lines 24-30) having a tapered inner diameter 
that is smaller near the weld points (the diameter here is just enough to hold a fiber) 
than at the tapered portion (52B), a metal sleeve (6) positioned to the body (4) for 
securing the holder (50) to the body by welding the holder (50) to the sleeve (6) which is 
welded to the body (4) (Fig. 19, column 14 lines 30-32) and a lens (120) between the 
ferrule and semiconductor device. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following Is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary slcill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 7, 11-14 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Yamane et al (US 6,126,325) (Yamane) in view of Tatoh (US 

6,220,765 B1)(Tatoh). 

Yamane teaches an optical module (Figs. 3A-C, 4, 5A-D, 6, 7A-C) comprising a 
body (80) including a semiconductor element (82), a ferrule (73), a metal tubular holder 
(71 ) for securing the ferrule (73) holding a fiber that with the ferrule is slanted at the end 
to form an end element that restricts light from being reflected back through the fiber (or 
an isolator) (column 9 lines 55-60), a metal sleeve (71) positioned and welded to the 
body (80) to secure and welded to the holder (71) (column 5 lines 8-14, 64-67), a guide 
(Fig. 5D, 6) having a first end (left end of 72) for abutting the holder (71), a second end 
(opposite the first) and a hole for receiving the ferrule (73) (column 5 lines 61-63), a first 
portion (inner cylinder of 72) for receiving the ferrule (73) and a second portion (end that 
connectors to 120) for receiving a connector (120) and ferrule (121 ) of the connector 
and a third portion (72d, 72e) that formed a groove and reciprocal step for securing to 
guide to the connector wherein the connector (122) has a pair of side walls (133, 124) 
having projections (123a, 124a) on each wall, a front wall (near 121) that has a ferrule 
(121) inserted in it to wall. 

Yamane does not teach expressly a nonmetallic ferrule. 

Tatoh teaches an optical module comprising a ceramic ferrule that is zirconia 
(column 1 1 lines 23-24). 
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Yamane and Tatoh are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, optical modules for housing semiconductor devices and coupling them to 
optical fibers. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use a widely used and known ceramic material like zirconia taught by 
Tatoh since Yamane only pressure fits the ferrule (Yamane, column 5 lines 61-63) to 
the holder allowing it to be any rigid material known and used in the art. 

The motivation for doing so would have been reduce cost by using a widely used 
and produced ceramic material. 

3. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.'S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oikawa 
as applied to claims 1 , 3 and 9 above, and further in view of Tatoh. 

Oikawa teaches the optical module described above. 

Oikawa does not teach expressly the ceramic ferrule section being zirconia. 

Tatoh teaches an optical module comprising a ceramic ferrule that is zirconia 
(column 1 1 lines 23-24). 

Oikawa and Tatoh are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, optical modules for housing semiconductor devices and coupling them to 
optical fibers. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use a widely used and known ceramic material like zirconia taught by 
Tatoh since Oikawa calls for a ceramic ferrule section. 
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The motivation for doing so would have been reduce cost by using a widely used 
and produced ceramic material, 

4. Claims 6 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Oikawa as applied to claims 1 , 3 and 9 above, and further in view of Watanabe 
(US 5,132,532). 

Oikawa teaches the optical module described above. 

Oikawa does not teach expressly two bases arranged side-by-side with one 
being ceramic and the other being metal and supports the semiconductor device and a 
driver. 

Watanabe teaches an optical module (Fig. 3) with a metal housing and metal 
base member (43) along side a ceramic base member (44) wherein the metal base (43) 
supports the semiconductor device (11) and a driver (20). 

Oikawa and Watanabe are analogous art because they are from the same field 
of endeavor, optical modules for housing semiconductor devices and coupling them to 
optical fibers. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to have a metal base supporting various devices along side a ceramic 
base as taught by Watanabe since Oikawa teaches both a metal base (4) and printed- 
circuit board base (44) which can be ceramic as known in the art. 

The motivation for doing so would have been reduce cost and complexity by 
mounting electrical components on ceramic bases since ceramics are the preferred 
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base for such components (they allow from conductive traces, Watanabe column 3 lines 
64-68) and to reduce cost by placing bases side by side to reduce the amount a 
material needed to electrically or optically connect components on the different bases. 

5. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oikawa 
as applied to claims 1 , 3 and 9 above, and further in view of Irie at al (US 
2002/0085596 A1)(lrie). 

Oikawa teaches the optical module described above. 

Oikawa does not teach expressly the semiconductor device disposed on a 
thermoelectric cooler. 

Irie teaches an optical module (Fig. 3) comprising a metal base (6), cooling 
device (13) supporting a base (12) that supports a semiconductor device (7). 

Oikawa and Irie are analogous art because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, optical modules for housing semiconductor devices and coupling them to 
optical fibers. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use a thermoelectric cooler as taught by Irie in the optical module since 
the base in most of Oikawa's embodiment is not a specified material besides calling it a 
printed circuit board which are well know in the art to have cooling, Peltier elements as 
taught by Irie. 

The motivation for doing so would have been to increase stability of the module 
by cooling heat that is produced by semiconductor emitters (Irie, paragraph 0051). 
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Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 -1 7 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ryan Lepisto whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1946. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30AM-5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Frank Font can be reached on (571) 272-2415. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR, 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). . 
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